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the cyclodextrin was complexed with an active ingredient or uncomplexed. Claim 7, which 
depends from claim 1, recited the additional element of an active ingredient. Claim 8, dependent 
from claim 7, recited that the active ingredient was complexed with cyclodextrin. Under the 
doctrine of claim differentiation, this surely means that original claim 1 was broad enough to 
include complexed cyclodextrin compositions as well as uncomplexed cyclodextrin 
compositions, both of which can be construed to "fit" in Group I. 

The Applicant has not presented claims directed to an invention distinct from and 
independent of the invention previously claimed; therefore, the application, as it presently stands, 
is in complete compliance with 37 CFR §§ 1.142 and 1.145. The Examiner's citation of MPEP § 
821.03 is inapposite. Accordingly, Applicant asks the Examiner to lift the finality of the 
latest Office action and issue a new Office action in which all of claims 1-5, 7, 9-13, 15, 16, 
and 21, as well as claims 22 and 23, are considered. 

With respect to claims 22 and 23, both of which stand rejected under 35 USC § 103, 
Applicant respectfully asks the Examiner to take another look at the claims and the previously 
submitted declaration of the inventor, Dr. Roger Lipman. Assuming for the sake of argument 
that the Examiner is correct that a prima facie case of obviousness has been presented, Applicant 
submits that there is compelling evidence of long-felt need and unexpected results, in both the 
application as filed and in the declaration of Roger Lipman, that is sufficient to overcome the 
initial conclusion of obviousness. What may seem obvious to the Examiner-the combination of 
cyclodextrin and another hydrocolloid in a pressure-sensitive adhesive— has not been obvious to 
the technical community, which has not appreciated the striking improvement in odor absorption 
that can be obtained if a PSA is formulated according to the claimed invention. 

Dr. Lipman's credentials and vast experience working with pressure-sensitive adhesives, 
including hydrocolloid pressure-sensitive adhesives, as well as his substantial experience 
working with hydrocolloid-based products in the ostomy and wound care fields, are well 
documented in paragraphs 2-5 of his declaration. By any objective standard, Dr. Lipman is an 
expert in these areas. 
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companion hydrocolloid made a substantial difference in the odor absorption characteristics of 
the adhesive." 

On its face, Dr. Lipman's declaration and the evidence referred to therein establish a long- 
felt need and striking, unexpected results commensurate in scope with the claimed invention. 

Accordingly, any initial view that the claimed invention is obvious must be reversed in 
the face of Dr. Lipman's unassailable declaration testimony of a long-felt need and striking, 
unexpected results: vast improvement in odor absorption in a pressure-sensitive adhesive 
formulated according to the claimed invention. Applicant traverses the rejection and requests 
reconsideration, and asks for either a Notice of Allowance or an Office action that addresses all 
pending claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 

CHRISTIE, PARKER & HALE, LLP 
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Dr. Lipman's declaration refers specifically to examples that fit the language of claim 22. 
The claimed invention was tested, the test results were presented in the application, and Dr. 
Lipman has commented on those test results and noted the striking results obtained according to 
the claimed invention. 

In paragraph 9 of his declaration, Dr. Lipman identifies a long-felt need for odor- 
absorbent materials for use in general, and odor-absorbent PSAs in particular, for use in ostomy 
care, wound care, and other applications. Such materials are the very essence of claims 22 and 
23. Claim 22 simply recites: 

"A pressure-sensitive adhesive composition comprising a rubbery continuous phase with 
a discontinuous phase distributed therein, said discontinuous phase comprising 0.1 to 65 
wt %, based on the total composition, of a hydrocolloid composition consisting 
essentially of a cyclodextrin and a hydrocolloid other than cyclodextrin." 
Dr. Lipman points out the "despite this need, despite the fact that cyclodextrin has existed for 
years— and has been used in other adhesive applications-and despite the fact that hydrocolloids 
have been used in adhesives for years, the combination of the two has not heretofore been 
presented." He concludes that, in his "professional opinion this long-felt need is, in itself, 
compelling evidence of the non-obviousness of the claimed invention" (Emphasis added.) 

In paragraph 10 of his declaration, Dr. Lipman refers to the "striking improvement in 
odor absorption achievable with the claimed invention" (Emphasis added.) He refers 
specifically to pages 30-33, examples 10-12, of the application, which examples demonstrate the 
odor-absorbing properties of hydrocolloid adhesives. He refers specifically to a control, example 
10, which contains no cyclodextrins. He then refers to "[e]ach of examples 1 1 and 12, prepared 
according to the present invention, [which] contain two or more hydrocolloids, at least one of 
which is a cyclodextrin." This is exactly what is recited in claim 22. 

In paragraph 1 1 of his declaration, Dr. Lipman describes the striking results achieved 
according to the claimed invention as exemplified by examples 1 1 and 12 of the application. As 
Dr. Lipman notes, "[t]hese results are striking, especially when one considers that example 10 
did contain a hydrocolloid, sodium carboxymethyl cellulose. The presence of cyclodextrin as a 
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